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Disposition of Claims 

4) 13 Claim(s) 1-7,9-11, 13,15'26,33'70 is/are pending in the application. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

1 . Based on Applicant's amendments and arguments, claims 54-70 are rejoined 
with the elected group of the restriction requirement. Claims 61-70, however, are 
directed to the non-elected species and are withdrawn from consideration along with 
claims 37-40, 42-43, and 47. 

2. Claims 7, 37-40, 42-43, 47, and 61-70 are withdrawn from consideration as being 
directed to a non-elected invention. See 37 CFR 1 .142(b) and MPEP § 821 .03. 

3. Claims 1-6,9-11,13,1 5-26, 33-36, 41 , 44-46, and 48-60 are examined below. 

Claim Rejections •35USC§112 

4. The rejection of claims 13, 16, 23-26, 33, 44-46, 48-53 under 35 U.S.C. 112, first 
paragraph, has been withdrawn. 

5. The rejection of "directly" in claims 13, 16, 23-26, 33, 44-46. 48-53 under 35 
U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, has been withdrawn, based on Applicant's clarification 
of arguments. 

Examiner has interpreted the term "directly" given its broadest reasonable interpretation, 
despite the arguments of 3/30/05. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

6. Claims 1-6, 11, 13. 17-19, 21-24, 33-36. 44, 46. 48-54, 57-60, and 71-72 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Castro et al. (US 6,395,326). 
Examiner maintains the rejection of the previous office action for claims 1-6, 11, 13, 17- 
19, 21-24, 33-36, 44, 46, and 48-53. 

As necessitated by amendment, claim 54 is added to this rejection for the same reasons 
as applied to claims 23, 33, 34, 44 and 51 . Claims 57, 58, 59, and 60 are added to this 
rejection for the same reasons as applied to claims 46, 49, 50, and 48, respectively. 
Claims 71-72 are added to this rejection because Castro's nozzle is capable of directing 
heat to discrete areas of the stent, with care taken not to actually touch the stent, 
requiring pointing the nozzle at the stent, but at least at some distance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. Claims 9-10, 15-16, 20, 25-26, 41, 45, 55, and 56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Castro et al. 

Examiner maintains the rejections of claims 9-10, 15-16, 20, 25-26, 41 , and 45 for the 
reasons outlined in the previous office action. 

Examiner adds claims 55 and 56 to this rejection, as necessitated by amendment, for 
the same reasons as applied to claims 41 and 45. 
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8. Claims 1 -6, 9-1 1 , 1 3. 1 5-26, 33-36. 41 , 44-46, 48-49, 51 -58, 60, and 70-71 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ding et al. (US 6,358.556) 
in view of You et al. (US 6,407,009). 

Examiner maintains the rejection of claims 1-6, 9-1 1 , 1 3, 1 5-26, 33-36, 41 , 44-46, 48- 
49, 51-53. 

Examiner adds claims 54-58 and 60 to this rejection for the reasons applied to claims 
23, 33, 34, 44, 51,41, 45, 46, 49, and 48. 

Examiner adds claims 70-71 to this rejection because You teaches altering the 
temperature by providing bias gas from 126 via a gas inflow source 124 and out through 
the solvent injector 130. The outlet appears to be pointed at the substrate to be coated 
on the chuck 104 (see also, col. 5, line 65-col. 6, line 6). 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed 1/31/2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that Examiner is speculating that Castro teaches blovying of gas and 
that Applicant's speculation that a glowing pin is used, instead of gas, is much more 
reasonable. Applicant argues that the conduit of Castro could be used for housing 
electrical wires, etc.; that the materials of Castro (metal, glass, high-temperature 
plastics) are more likely to be used with heating pins than gas blowers; and that it is 
difficult to regulate the flow of gas onto the discrete areas of Castro. 
Examiner disagrees. 



i 
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One of ordinary skill in the art, upon reading Castro, would immediately envision the use 
of heated gas. Castro teaches delivering heat from a heating control system to a 
heating nozzle via heat conduit. 

The use of a glowing pin is not possible in the method of Castro. A glowing pin stuck 
into the nozzle of Castro njns counter to Castro's teachings. Castro teaches delivering 
heat from a heating control system to a heating nozzle via a conduit. The local heat 
provided by the glowing pin scenario of Applicant does not travel from a control system 
to a nozzle via a conduit. The conduit of Castro is not for housing electrical wires, but, 
rather, for conveying heat from the control system to the nozzle. Examiner also . 
disagrees with Applicant's bold statement that metal, glass or high-temperature plastics 
would be more likely used with heating pins than gas blowers. Gas blowers such as 
hair dryers and leaf blowers are made of metal, glass, or high-temperature plastics. 
Additionally, Castro teaches the use of an "orifice" for application of heat. This orifice 
may be smaller or larger depending on the type of coverage desired. The orifice, or 
opening, of Castro would not be an opening if it were plugged with a glowing pin. 
Further, Castro does not merely teach heating discrete areas, which Applicant believes 
warrants the use of glowing pins. When reading that passage in context, Castro 
teaches the use of larger orifices for heating the entire surface of the prosthesis and 
smaller orifices for heating discrete areas. The smaller-sized orifice taught by Castro 
would be capable of regulating a discrete flow of gas. 

Examiner further notes that the hollow conduit of Castro inherently contains a gas. It is 
taught that heat is provided via that conduit. When heat is applied to gas, gas expands 
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and, in this case, would expand and exit via the nozzle of Castro onto the substrate of 
Castro, as required by the claim. 

The use of a heated gas in the method of Castro is inherent. 

Applicant takes issue with Examiner's argument regarding warm gas vs. liquid and 
argues that the absence of liquid does not require the use of gas. 
Examiner apologizes for any confusion, however, maintains that her reasoning is valid. 
Castro teaches heat traveling from a heat system via a conduit, out a nozzle. Conduits 
in general, and Castro's in specific, convey fluid substances. A fluid is either a liquid or 
gas. Examiner's point is that since Castro conveys a fluid and that fluid is not a liquid, it 
is inherently a gas. 

Applicant argues that Examiner has disregarded the claim limitation directed to 
selecting a gas temperature based on the solvent vapor pressure in regards to Castro. 
Examiner disagrees. 

As outlined by Examiner Jolley, dimethylacetamide has a vapor pressure of less than 
17.54 and Castro uses heating to induce evaporation, as claimed. 

Applicant argues that gas is not directed to the substrate in You. 
This limitation is addressed above. 
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Applicant asserts that Examiner is "making up the fact" that Ding is concerned with 
conformal or uniform coatings as Ding falls to even remotely discuss problems 
associated with application of coating to stents, such as cob-web formation between 
struts, etc. 
Examiner disagrees. 

Ding teaches in column 3. lines 16 and 53-57 that his coating process enables a thin . 
layer of coating material to "adherently conform to and cover the entire surface of the 
filaments of the open structure of the stent but in a manner such that the open lattice 
nature of the structure of the braid or other pattern is preserved in the coated device" 
(emphasis added). 

You teaches the desirability of creating thin, even coatings without pooling, and is 
combinable with Ding for the reasons of the previous office actions. 

* • • 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jennifer K. Michener whose telephone number is (571 ) 

272- 1424. The examiner can normally be reached Monday-Wednesday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Timothy H. Meeks can be reached on 571-272-1423. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 
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